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Language assessment knowledge (LAK) is essential for EFL teachers in developing sound assessments 
and making informed decisions about the progress and achievement of students. It is also essential to 
have sound measures of teachers’ LAK to help them improve their professional accomplishments. To 
address the issue, this study was designed in multiple stages to develop a test to measure EFL 
teachers’ LAK. First, EFL teachers’ needs were identified using an already validated questionnaire 
(Farhady & Tavassoli, forthcoming). Second, the topics identified through needs analysis were cross-
checked with the topics in the assessment textbooks to assure appropriate content coverage. Third, 
based on the data obtained from needs assessment of 246 EFL teachers and the content of popular 
language assessment textbooks, a scenario-based LAK test with closed-item formats was developed in 
six parts, each focusing on one major area of language assessment. Fourth, after having the test 
reviewed by experts, it was revised and piloted with 50 EFL teachers, necessary revisions were made 
based on the results of piloting, and the test was finalized and administered to 164 EFL teachers. The 
data analysis revealed that contrary to teachers’ claims in needs assessment, the majority of them had 
low levels of LAK and they showed willingness to improve their LAK. Further, possible relationships 
between teachers’ LAK and their gender, field of study, educational level, teaching context, and 
teaching experience were investigated. The findings are presented and implications and applications 
of the study are explained. 
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Introduction  

In the past few decades, assessment as an ongoing process of collecting information to evaluate 

students’ performance has been a desirable alternative to traditional one-shot case testing (Brown 

& Abeywickrama, 2010). This trend has influenced all stakeholders in the assessment process, 

especially teachers because they are expected to move away from the traditional testing approach 

and gain necessary knowledge to prepare and use various assessment techniques. Due to such 

expectations, the teachers’ role in the classroom has received considerable attention in the last 

decades because it was believed that the teacher is the most important factor influencing student 

learning (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Wallace, 1991). Moreover, many scholars believed that “more 

can be done to improve education by improving the effectiveness of teachers than by any other 

single factor” (Wright, Hom, & Sanders, 1997, p.63). Consequently, training teachers and helping 

them to develop professionally and improve different dimensions of their professional knowledge 

drew the attention of teacher education institutions (Wallace, 1991). As part of teachers’ 

professional knowledge, assessment knowledge received more attention by different scholars in 

education such as Popham (2009, 2011) and Stiggins (2005, 2008) since assessment is an 

indispensable part of any educational endeavor. Likewise, EFL teachers’ language assessment 

knowledge (LAK) has been addressed by many scholars including Farhady and Tavassoli (2017), 

Inbar-Lourie (2013), Malone (2013), and Taylor (2009).  

LAK may be conceptualized as a construct that is rooted in theoretical principles of both 

language education and language assessment, is shaped by social and cultural contexts, and is 

filtered by individuals’ perceptions of teaching and assessment (Xu, 2015). A reasonable 

command of LAK is believed to help teachers design, administer, collect, and interpret 

assessment data to make fair decisions (Inbar-Lourie, 2013).  

Despite the importance of teachers’ LAK, researchers from language education (Inbar-Lourie, 

2008; Malone, 2008; Taylor, 2013) have reported dissatisfaction with the status of EFL teachers’ 

LAK. A glance at research findings reported in the literature reveals that most teachers have 

claimed that they do not feel comfortable with the application of measurement and evaluation 

principles in practice. Some scholars even claim that teachers assess students’ performance with 

little or no professional training (Bachman, 2000). Teachers’ insufficient command of assessment 

knowledge is often attributed to the fact that they do not receive effective training on assessment 

during their pre-service or in-service teacher education programs. Therefore, EFL teachers’ LAK 

has been the focus of many investigations in recent years (e.g., Berry, Munro, & Sheehan, 2016; 

Eberharter, Kremmel, Holzknecht, & Konrad, 2016; Farhady & Tavassoli, 2015, 2017; Hamp-

Lyons, 2017; Harsch, Seyferth, & Brandt, 2017; Janatifar, Marandi, & Babaei, 2017; Jin & Jie, 

2017; Lam, 2015; Sellan, 2017; Stabler-Havener, 2018; Tsagari & Vogt, 2015, 2017; Xu & Brown, 

2017).  
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Available Measures of LAK for EFL Teachers  

In order to collect information on teachers’ level of LAK, an appropriate test or instrument is 

necessary. Despite the existence of ample research on LAK, a review of the literature reveals that 

there is not a well-established test to measure EFL teachers’ LAK. Only a few items on language 

assessment were observed in professional knowledge tests for language teachers that are briefly 

presented below.  

There are various types of professional knowledge tests for both pre-service and in-service 

teachers, including English language teachers. For instance, as Stabler-Havener (2018) stated, pre-

service English language teachers who want to receive a teaching certificate in the US should 

receive a passing score on the Praxis tests. The Praxis tests measure the academic skills and content 

knowledge needed for people entering the teaching profession. This certificate is required by 

many states and professional organizations in the US (ETS website, 2018). The assessment 

section of the Praxis tests comprises 18 items out of 120 test items, i.e., 15 percent of the whole 

test. The few number of items do not seem sufficient to provide a clear picture of the LAK levels 

of the prospective English language teachers.  

Further, to determine the LAK of in-service teachers, the National Board Certification (NBC) test is 

required. NBC is designed to develop, retain, and recognize skilled teachers and to generate 

ongoing improvement in US schools. It is designed for teachers in various areas including the 

English language. NBC includes four components: (1) content knowledge, (2) differentiation in 

instruction, (3) teaching practice and learning environment, and (4) effective and reflective 

practitioner (National Board for Professional Teaching Standards website, 2018). The first 

component is a computer-based assessment taken at a testing center whereas the other three 

components are portfolio-based and submitted electronically. The first component asks the 

participants to demonstrate their understanding of content knowledge and pedagogical practices 

for teaching their specific content area. The second component requires the participants to collect 

and analyze information about their students’ strengths and needs and use that information to 

design appropriate instruction to improve student learning. The third component requires video 

recordings of interactions between participating teachers and their students. The participants 

should then provide a written report where they describe, analyze, and reflect on their teaching 

and interactions with students. The fourth component requires the participants to demonstrate 

their abilities as an effective and reflective practitioner in improving their students’ knowledge, in 

using assessments to effectively enhance their students’ learning, and in their collaboration with 

peers, colleagues, and parents to advance students’ learning (National Board for Professional 

Teaching Standards website, 2018).  

Another popular international test of professional knowledge of EFL teachers is the Teaching 

Knowledge Test (TKT), which was developed in the UK and first administered in May 2005. 

Performance on TKT is assumed to manifest teachers’ level of professional development. The 

test seems to be desirable for people who want to demonstrate their teaching knowledge as 

measured by a globally recognized test. TKT provides an internationally accepted certificate that 

is interpreted as one’s language-teaching ability (British Council website, 2018).  
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TKT is made up of three core modules that can be taken together or separately in any order. 

Module 1 is named language and background to language learning and teaching, with a focus on 

description of language, language skills, and background to language teaching and language 

learning. Module 2 is entitled lesson planning and use of resources for language teaching. This module 

focuses on teachers’ ability to plan and prepare a lesson or sequence of lessons, and to select and 

use resources and materials effectively. Module 3 is termed managing the teaching and learning process, 

with a focus on teachers’ and learners’ language in the classroom, and classroom management. 

There are some specialist modules too including TKT knowledge about language that attempts to test 

one’s knowledge and understanding of the systems of the English language; TKT content and 

language integrated learning that tests one’s understanding of teaching; and TKT young learners that is 

intended to tests one’s knowledge of the strategies and skills required to teach English to young 

learners. The item formats in TKT modules are matching, sequencing, multiple-choice, and odd 

one out (Cambridge ESOL website, 2018). Although there are a few assessment items in each 

TKT module, it is still an indication of attention paid to EFL teachers’ LAK levels. However, it 

seems difficult to make any claims about teachers’ actual LAK levels on the basis of their 

performance on a few assessment items.  

Despite the international scope of TKT, there is no convincing report on the logic behind the 

selection of items beyond the expert intuition of the test developers. Nor are there research 

reports on the effectiveness of this test in the real context of teaching. Therefore, a more 

empirical and data-driven approach seems necessary to address the issue.  

Finally, an attempt was recently made by Khany and Azimi Amoli (2016) who developed and 

validated a teacher professional development scale in multiple stages in the EFL context of Iran. 

The test is designed to measure EFL teachers’ professional knowledge. The scale covers the 

essential components of teacher professional development, which are utilized in everyday 

teaching and learning practices in the classroom. One part of the scale deals with the teachers’ 

assessment knowledge.  

Of the available professional knowledge tests and teacher certifications, it seems that only NBC 

provides a reasonably accurate estimate of English language teachers’ LAK levels. However, as 

with the other tests, it is unlikely that the limited number of items on assessment in NBC would 

provide adequate data to make accurate decisions about teachers’ LAK levels (Stabler-Havener, 

2018). In addition, a problem with the available professional knowledge tests is that none of them 

is data-driven. In other words, none of these tests is based on data collected from stakeholders at 

earlier stages to help the test development process. Therefore, considering the significance of 

measuring EFL teachers’ LAK and the fact that there is not any sound instrument to do so, this 

study was designed to develop a data-driven LAK test for EFL teachers.  

 

Test Development Process   

Test construction is a multi-dimensional process that often includes the following stages: (1) 

determining the function and form of the test; (2) planning or determining the content of the test; 
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(3) preparing different types of items; (4) reviewing the test by experts; (5) pretesting; and (6) 

determining the psychometric characteristics of the test (Farhady, Jafarpur, & Birjandi, 1994). 

These stages were also delineated by Bachman and Palmer (1996) under design, 

operationalization, and administration. Design deals with describing the purpose of the test, 

identifying the tasks, describing the characteristics of the test takers, defining the construct to be 

measured, developing a plan for evaluating the qualities of the test, and allocating and managing 

resources. Operationalization refers to developing the test tasks, writing instructions, and specifying 

the scoring method. Finally, administration deals with administering the test and collecting 

feedback, analyzing test scores, and archiving the test tasks and the necessary information.   

More recently, Downing (2006, p.5) as well as Lane, Raymond, Haladyna, and Downing (2016, 

p.4) offered a detailed and systematic approach to test development that includes twelve steps:  

1) Overall plan: developing a detailed plan for the whole process of test development;  

2) Domain definition: defining the domain to be measured and providing a clear 

statement of the claims to be made;  

3) Content specifications: developing specifications to guide item development, score 

reporting, etc.;  

4) Item development: identifying suitable item formats and developing items;  

5) Test design and assembly: creating test forms based on test specifications, and 

attending to issues about test content, format, scoring rules, scaling, and equating;  

6) Test production: producing a clear and precise test form;  

7) Test administration: administering the test in a standardized way;  

8) Scoring: establishing quality control procedures for scoring responses, and ensuring 

accurate and consistent scoring;  

9) Establishing cut scores: establishing defensible cut scores consistent with the purpose 

of the test;  

10) Reporting test scores: developing understandable test score reports;  

11) Test security: establishing policies and procedures for ensuring test security;  

12) Test documentation: preparing documentations and technical reports on validity, 

fairness, and the technical adequacy of the test.  

At initial stages of test development, the content of the test is to be determined and the tasks/ 

items are to be identified and prepared in relation to a specific set of materials. The test 

development steps mentioned by different scholars indicate that rarely is a test developed based 

on data collected at early stages. Usually, data collection occurs after a test is developed to check 

the quality of the items, the tasks, and the whole test. Even a review of recent papers published in 
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language assessment journals reveals that the few tests which have been developed recently follow 

the same steps and do no collect data at early stages (e.g., He & Min, 2017; Kim & Elder, 2015).  

However, using a data-driven approach to test development, i.e., collecting data at early stages of 

test construction to feed the test writing process, has not been explored adequately. The 

professional knowledge tests mentioned above, such as TKT, though popular and widely used in 

the world, are not data-driven. The data-driven approach in the test construction process is a 

significant feature of the present test. The test is developed on the basis of collecting information 

on different stakeholders’ ideas and identifying and implementing their needs at early stages. 

Though needs analysis is a commonly used technique at initial stages of materials development 

(Richards, 2001), it is not a commonly used technique in test construction stages. Consequently, 

attempts were made in this study to follow a data-driven approach and feed the information 

received from the earlier stage of needs analysis of EFL teachers’ LAK into developing a LAK 

test for these teachers. In addition, information obtained from the language assessment literature 

on what constitutes LAK was utilized to cross-check with the results of needs analysis. The 

procedures of test development are detailed below.  

 

Method  

Despite the existence of ample research on EFL teachers’ LAK on the one hand, and the 

existence of various instruments to check teachers’ professional knowledge on the other hand, 

there is no single test to measure teachers’ LAK specifically. Therefore, a comprehensive research 

agenda in multiple stages was designed in Iran to address the issue. The first stage of the project 

was identifying the assessment needs of EFL teachers and reported in Farhady and Tavassoli 

(forthcoming). The second stage, which is the focus of this paper, was developing a data-driven 

LAK test for EFL teachers. Consequently, the following seemingly simple research question was 

posed to address this issue: 

 How much language assessment knowledge (LAK) do EFL teachers have?  

To answer this question, certain steps were taken. The first was identifying EFL teachers’ needs 

for LAK. Using Fulcher’s (2012) needs assessment questionnaire, the assessment needs of 246 

EFL teachers were identified. The results showed that most of the teachers claimed they were 

aware of the major topics to be incorporated in a language assessment course and they had the 

basic knowledge on topics related to language assessment (Farhady & Tavassoli, forthcoming).  

In the second part of the study, based on the information obtained from needs assessment, the 

topics which were identified as essential or important by a significant majority of the participants 

were selected and cross-checked with the topics in the available language assessment textbooks. 

The topics were grouped to create more inclusive ones. Then, a scenario-based LAK test was 

developed in six parts, each part focusing on one major area of language assessment, with closed-

item formats of ‘matching’, ‘ordering’, and ‘multiple-choice’. The major topics included in the 

LAK test were: Part A, test types/ functions (matching items); Part B, stages of language test design 
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(ordering items); Part C, test characteristics (matching items); Part D, key terms/ concepts (multiple-

choice items); Part E, alternative assessment techniques (matching items); and Part F, assessing language 

components and skills (multiple-choice items). 

Initially, there were 35 items in the test each carrying 1 point. The test was reviewed by experts in 

the field and it was revised. Next, it was piloted with 50 EFL teachers in Iran. The participant 

teachers had different ages and teaching experiences: 37 of them were females and 13 were males, 

almost all of them had BAs and taught at private institutes, and 39 of them had an English-related 

academic degree whereas 7 had an academic degree in other fields. 

Based on the results of item analysis in piloting, all the non-functioning and mal-functioning items 

were revised or discarded. The test was revised again and finalized with 33 items. Eventually, it 

was administered to a group of 164 EFL teachers in Iran to check the level of their actual LAK 

on topics that were deemed significant in needs assessment. Again, information on teachers’ age, 

gender, teaching experience, field of study, educational level, and teaching context was collected 

through the test to find out the possible relationships between teachers’ LAK and these factors. 

The demographic information of the EFL teachers who participated in the final administration of 

the LAK test is presented in Table 1.  

Table 1 
Demographic Information of EFL Teachers in the Final Administration of LAK Test 

Variable  Description  

Age  19 to 60 years 

Gender  120 female, 37 male 

Teaching experience  A few months to 32 years 

Field of study at university  28 TEFL, 37 English literature,  
53 English translation, 21 other fields  

Educational level  6 High-school diploma, 5 AA,  
115 BA, 25 MA 

Teaching context 37 at public schools, 121 at private institutes 
 

Results and Discussion  

Since the content of the LAK test was determined by the information obtained from needs 

assessment and the content of available language assessment textbooks, the test can be claimed to 

be content valid. 

The reliability of the LAK test in the piloting stage estimated through Cronbach’s Alpha was .71 

that was considered acceptable (Pallant, 2005). Out of the initial 35 items each carrying 1 point, 

the minimum score was 6 and the maximum score was 28, with the mean and standard deviation 

of 15.78 and 5.26, respectively. The preliminary investigation showed that contrary to teachers’ 

claims in needs assessment (Farhady & Tavassoli, forthcoming), the majority of them had low 

levels of LAK as indicated by the low mean of 15.78 out of 35. Further, the high value of 

standard deviation (5.26) showed that there was a high dispersion of scores among the 

participants.  
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The final version of the LAK test with 33 items was administered to a group of 164 EFL teachers 

(Table 1). The reliability of the finalized LAK test estimated through Cronbach’s Alpha was .74, 

which was a little above the Alpha value in piloting. The descriptive statistics of the participants’ 

scores on the final version of the LAK test are reported in Table 2.  

Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics of the EFL Teachers’ Scores on the Finalized LAK Test 

LAK Test Parts N Mean SD 

Part A, test types/functions (5 items)  164 2.74 1.39 
Part B, stages of language test design (5 items) 164 2.34 1.58 
Part C, test characteristics (4 items) 164 1.66 1.22 
Part D, key terms/concepts (8 items) 164 3.04 1.67 
Part E, alternative assessment techniques (4 items) 164 2.38 1.24 
Part F, assessing language components and skills (7 items) 164 3.46 1.71 
Total (33 items) 164 15.62 5.40 

 

As shown in Table 2, the mean score of the final version of the test was also low (15.62 out of 33) 

confirming that the EFL teachers performed poorly on each part as well as on the whole test. 

Also, the relatively high standard deviation (5.40) indicated a high dispersion of scores on the final 

version of the test. Further, the minimum score on the whole test was 3, which means there were 

teachers who could answer only 3 items (out of 33) correctly, and the maximum score was 29, 

showing that none of the teachers could answer all the items correctly. The results revealed that 

the participant EFL teachers did not have a satisfactory level of LAK in spite of their claims in 

the needs assessment stage. The results reported in Table 2 helped answer the research question 

of the study about the extent of teachers’ LAK. With low levels, as they claimed, EFL teachers 

need to improve their knowledge on the essential topics of language assessment. 

Next, to explore the interrelationship of scores on different parts of the test and the total score, 

Pearson correlations were performed, which are reported in Table 3.  

Table 3 
Pearson Correlations between Different Parts of LAK Test  

LAK Test Parts Part A Part B Part C Part D Part E Part F Total 

Part A 1 .15* .30** .20** .23** .25** .55** 
Part B  1 .20* .23** .12 .21** .55** 
Part C   1 .33** .26** .30** .62** 
Part D    1 .20* .34** .66** 
Part E     1 .38** .57** 
Part F      1 .70** 
Total        1 

     * Significant at .05 level 
     ** Significant at .01 level 
 

As it can be seen in Table 3, the correlation coefficients between different parts of the LAK test 

ranged from .12 to .38, all significant at the .05 probability level, except the correlation between 

Parts B and E. One possible reason for low correlations might have been due to the fact that each 

part of the test targets an aspect of the LAK construct that is different from the others. On the 

other hand, all parts of the test had high significant correlations (ranging from .55 to .70) with the 

total.  
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The next important step was checking the construct validity of the LAK test, which was done by 

running factor analysis (Brown, 2005). Preliminary exploratory factor analysis resulted in 14 

underlying factors. The number of factors was too many for 33 items in the test and there were 

no clear patterns of item loadings. Therefore, confirmatory factor analysis was run with 6 factors 

corresponding to the theoretically presupposed factors. The results of the confirmatory factor 

analysis are shown in Table 4.  

Table 4 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis on LAK Test  

LAK 
Test 
Parts 

Items  Components 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

Part A Item1    .58   
Item2    .31 .41 -.37 
Item3    .55  -.44 
Item4 .41 .36    -.34 
Item5  .60     

Part B Item6  .37     
Item7  .51     
Item8   .67    
Item9   .79    
Item10   .79    

Part C Item11    .45   
Item12 .35   .44   
Item13    .66   
Item14  .55     

Part D  Item15      .39 
Item16    .35  .52 
Item17 .35      
Item18    .59   
Item19  .44    .37 
Item20  .48     
Item21 .42      
Item22  .55     

Part E Item23 .47 .37     
Item24 .46      
Item25 .30    .54  
Item26 .33      

Part F Item27     .58  
Item28     .53  
Item29 .58      
Item30 .60      
Item31     .45  
Item32 .67      
Item33      .49 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis  
 Rotation Method: Varimax  
 

As observed in Table 4, items in Part A (test types/ functions) loaded differently on several 

factors, though most of the items loaded on factors 2, 4, and 6. Two of the items loaded on one 

factor whereas three of them loaded on two or three factors. This shows that in spite of their 

seeming similarity in terms of checking knowledge of test types, the items tap some other 

components of the LAK construct. This signals contradictions between the theoretical 
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assumptions of the model and the outcome of real data. On the other hand, there was less 

variation among the items comprising Part B (stages of language test design). Two of the items 

loaded on one factor, and three of them loaded strongly on another factor. The items in Part C 

(test characteristics) also showed a pattern similar to those in Part B; three loaded on one factor 

and one loaded on another factor. Part D (key terms/ concepts), like Part A, showed some 

variation in terms of the loading of the items comprising it. This was not surprising and even 

seemed natural as the items in this part checked a variety of terms and concepts, which were not 

very similar to each other even in theory. The best pattern of loadings was seen for items in Part 

E (alternative assessment techniques) as all loaded on only one factor. Even though two items in 

this section showed some loadings on two factors, they all loaded strongly on one main factor as 

well. This confirms the theoretical assumption that varieties of new assessment techniques have 

the similar underlying construct. Finally, the items in Part F (assessing language components and 

skills) loaded on three factors. The items checking assessing vocabulary, listening, and speaking 

loaded on one common factor; the items checking assessing grammar, pronunciation, and reading 

loaded on another common factor. However, the item focusing on assessing writing loaded on a 

separate factor. The loadings of vocabulary, listening, and speaking items on the same factor may 

be because assessing listening and speaking are related to each other as both are oral skills. It also 

indicates that vocabulary plays a significant role in the assessment of oral skills. The loadings of 

the items in grammar, pronunciation, and reading on the same factor may be due to the fact that 

assessing knowledge of grammar and pronunciation is crucial in the assessment of the reading 

skill. Further, the separate loading of the item on assessing writing may be due to the fact that the 

content of this item focused on rater reliability in assessing writing rather than how to assess 

writing, which is not a major issue in testing other components and skills except assessing 

speaking.  

The last stage was to examine the possible relationships between teachers’ LAK scores and certain 

variables such as gender, field of study, educational level, teaching context, and teaching 

experience that were assumed to influence their performance. Since teachers with higher academic 

degrees would perform better on a knowledge test, no comparison was made among teachers 

with different educational levels. In addition, because out of 164 participant teachers, 115 had a 

BA degree, this group was selected as the norm and the relationships between teachers’ LAK 

scores and other factors were examined only for this main group.   

The first comparison was made to see the difference between the scores of female vs. male BA 

teachers on the LAK test. The result of the independent samples t-test showed no significant 

difference. Next, to investigate the differences in the performance of the BA teachers with 

different university majors (i.e., TEFL, English literature, English translation, and other fields), a 

one-way ANOVA was used which showed no significant differences due to teachers’ university 

majors, either.  

Then, the difference in the performance of the BA teachers teaching at different contexts (public 

schools or private institutes) was examined. Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics and the 

independent samples t-test results on the LAK scores of these teachers. Contrary to the previous 

analyses, this analysis showed a significant difference between the performance of the two groups 

of teachers on the LAK test (t = -2.18).  
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Table 5 
Descriptive Statistics of BA Teachers at Different Teaching Contexts on LAK Test 

Teaching Context N Mean SD t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Public schools 25 17.60 6.10    
Private institutes 89 14.89 5.28 -2.18 112 .03* 

 

As it can be seen in Table 5, EFL teachers working at public schools were more familiar with 

language assessment topics and had higher levels of LAK. One of the main reasons for this 

significant difference may be that EFL teachers at public schools in Iran are directly involved in 

developing tests and assessing their students’ achievement and learning, whereas at private 

institutes in Iran, EFL teachers are not allowed to do so as testing/assessment is basically done 

through tests developed by supervisors or the testing staff. Consequently, teachers at private 

institutes do not feel the need to improve their LAK levels.  

Finally, to check the relationship between teaching experience and LAK scores of BA teachers, a 

Pearson correlation was used which showed a significant but low value (r = .31). To recheck the 

relationship between teaching experience and LAK scores, the BA teachers were divided into two 

groups of experienced and novice teachers. The teachers whose experience was above the mean 

experience were considered experienced and those with experience below the mean were 

considered novice. No significant correlation coefficients were observed between teaching 

experience and LAK scores of either experienced or novice teachers reconfirming the low 

relationship between teaching experience and LAK.  

The descriptive statistics of experienced vs. novice teachers’ scores on the LAK test and the 

results of an independent samples t-test are presented in Table 6. Similar to the teaching context, 

this analysis also showed a significant difference between the performance of the two groups of 

teachers on the LAK test (t = -2.73).   

Table 6.  
Descriptive Statistics of BA Teachers having Different Teaching Experiences on LAK Test 

Teaching Experience N Mean SD t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Experienced  32 17.63 5.45    
Novice  76 14.53 5.35 -2.73 106 .00* 

 

The information in Tables 6 shows that teaching experience makes a difference on EFL teachers’ 

levels of LAK, i.e., those having more experience have higher levels of LAK. It may be because 

during the teaching career, experienced teachers become more involved in doing assessment and 

they are more trusted by their supervisors or other authorities to develop tests or assess their 

students  
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Conclusion  

The absence of an appropriate test to measure EFL teachers’ LAK prompted the present study. 

Accordingly, a data-driven scenario-based LAK test was developed based on the information 

obtained from the needs assessment stage and the information in available language assessment 

textbooks to check EFL teachers’ LAK levels. Contrary to the findings of the needs assessment 

stage where the majority of the EFL teachers claimed that they had the basic knowledge on issues 

related to language assessment, their poor performance on the LAK test showed that the majority 

of the participants had low levels of LAK. Further, the EFL teachers’ low levels of LAK 

confirmed their need to improve their assessment knowledge on the essential topics of language 

assessment. The participants’ performance on the LAK test also showed that there were factors 

such as gender and university major which did not have strong relationships to scores on LAK 

test. On the other hand, the context of teaching and teaching experience showed meaningful 

relationships with the LAK scores of BA teachers. The findings call for a reform in treating LAK 

in pre-service and in-service teacher education programs for EFL teachers. Although it might be 

challenging, there seems to be an urgent need to provide an ongoing instruction on various topics 

of language assessment to teachers (Malone, 2008, 2013).  

It should be mentioned that the LAK test developed and validated in this study can be considered 

as a useful instrument for measuring the level of EFL teachers’ LAK. A well-developed LAK test 

can help teachers to improve their assessment practices because the goal of an appropriate LAK 

test is to empower teachers to become better assessors and consequently better teachers (Stabler-

Havener, 2018). Since this test was developed in multiple stages following a data-driven approach, 

it can act as a good preliminary model to develop similar data-driven tests measuring other aspects 

of EFL teachers’ professional knowledge. Most of the available tests (e.g., NBC, Praxis tests, 

TKT) are developed on the basis of experts’ opinions following a top-down approach with a little 

or no attention to the voice or needs of the involved parties, especially teachers. Performance on 

these tests may give useful information to policy makers and officials in designing appropriate 

pre-service and in-service teacher education programs for different groups of teachers. Moreover, 

based on teachers’ performance, officials from both public and private sectors can employ EFL 

teachers who are professionally knowledgeable. Performance on these tests can also show the 

degree of professionalism of EFL teachers and may help the supervisors and coordinators to 

work more closely with teachers to improve the language education of the country. Teachers’ 

performance on such tests can also help supervisors to identify the strengths and weaknesses in 

teachers’ LAK and provide opportunities for them to improve themselves (Stabler-Havener, 

2018).  

Finally, even though teachers have a significant role in educational systems, and even though it is 

necessary to have knowledgeable and professional teachers, the role of policy makers cannot be 

overlooked. Research on developing and validating appropriate tests to investigate different 

aspects of teachers’ professional knowledge is needed more than ever. The findings could inform 

policy makers about how to help teachers become more professional to enhance students’ 

achievement. This is not possible only through investigating teachers’ levels of professional 

knowledge or training them. It requires an ongoing and data-based training that would lead to the 

engagement of all stakeholders in the process of teachers’ professional development.  
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